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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-38 are pending. Applicant has amended claims 1, 7, 12-13, 15-19, 28-29, 31 
and 34. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-18, 29-36 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. The claims are directed to a signal directly 
or indirectly by claiming a medium and the Specification recites evidence where the computer 
readable medium is define as a "wave" (such as a carrier wave), see specification, page 7, lines 
7-19. In that event, the claims are directed to a form of energy which at present the office feels 
does not fall into a category of invention. 

Although in the remarks, under section "III. Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. 101", on page 11, 
Applicant argued that the claims have been amended to recite "a computer readable storage 
medium 55 instead of ct a computer readable medium 5 ', however, such changes are not reflect in the 
submitted claims. Therefore, the rejection is maintained. 

See MPEP 2106. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (I) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1-2, 4-8, 10, 12-18, 29-31, 33, 36 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Little et al. (U.S. 6,907,572 B2). 

As to claim 1 , Little teaches a computer readable medium encoded with a data structure, 
comprising: 

- a parameter definition for at least one input parameter (private String [] argument_types; 
col. 8, lines 55-60), the parameter definition being configured to enable identification of 
an appropriate input for the at least one parameter (The Java class CLIAction translates 
arguments from the input string; col. 9, lines 16-18), wherein the parameter definition is 
created via a class declaration within the data structure (CLIAction class; col. 8, lines 55- 
56), and 

- an instruction-based mechanism configured to use the parameter definition to identify the 
appropriate input for the at least one input parameter from information included in an 
input source (The Java class . . . then invokes the object and method required for that 
input; col. 9, lines 16-18 and For each of the types in the ... command line; col. 11, lines 
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14-22 and 26-44) 5 the input source not comprising a live object (command line; col. 11, 
lines 21-22), 

- wherein the instruction-based mechanism is further configured to process the at least one 
input parameter based on the identified appropriate input when the data structure 
becomes instantiated into an object (Upon receiving the serialized input . . . into the actual 
object, method and constructors that are used to invoke the method; col. 10, lines 53-67 
and For each of the types in the ... command line; col. 11, lines 14-22 and 26-44). 

As to claim 2, Little teaches the input source comprises a string (command line; col. 1 1, 
lines 21-22). 

As to claim 4, Little teaches the string comprises a part of a command string entered on a 
command line (command line; col. 11, lines 21-22). 

As to claim 5, Little teaches wherein the parameter definition comprises a data type 
(String; col. 8 5 line 59) and a name for the expected input parameter (time, day of month, month 
and year; col. 7 ; lines 58-60). 

As to claim 6, Little teaches wherein the information comprises a value (For example 
consider the day of the month argument for the "clock set" command ... to this argument; col. 
13, line 65 -col. 14, line 3). 
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As to claim 7, see rejection of claim 5 above. Little further teaches wherein the 
mechanism further coerces the value having a first data type into a converted value having a 
second data type specified in the definition (A string input to this argument that cannot be parsed 
into an integer is invalid; col. 13, line 67 - col 14, line 1). 

As to claim 8, Little teaches the input source comprises a set of objects (show, show 
clock details; col. 12, lines 15-20). 

As to claim 1 0, Little teaches wherein the input source comprises a precisely parseable 
stream (A string input to this argument that cannot be parsed into an integer is invalid; col. 13, 
line 67 - col. 14, line 1). 

As to claim 12, Little teaches wherein the mechanism further identifies and populates 
each expected input parameter for each record within the input source (For each of the types in 
the ... command line; col. 11, lines 14-22 and 26-44). 

As to claim 13, Little teaches a mapping mechanism that is operative to associate a 
mapped name with the input parameter, wherein identifying the information is based on the 
mapped name ("string name"; col. 9, lines 47-62 and col. 7, lines 17-52). 

As to claim 14, Little teaches wherein the mechanism comprises a method inherited from 
a class provided within a runtime environment (method_name; col. 10, lines 55-67). 
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As to claim 1 5, Little teaches wherein the data structure is a public class (CLIAction 
class; col. 10, line 54 - col. 1 1, line 10). 

As to claim 16, Little teaches wherein the input parameters are public parameters (col. 
11, lines 33-44). 

As to claim 1 7, Little teaches a plurality of parameter definitions, each parameter 
definition corresponding to one of a plurality of input parameters, wherein at least one of the 
parameter definitions is configured to be indirectly associated with the data structure (an 
<action> tag content in the XML CLI ... a Java class CLIAction . . . private String [] 
argument Jypes; col. 8, lines 45-60 and This includes defining the Java class ... mapping in 
XML; col. 11, lines 58-65). 

As to claim 1 8, Little teaches wherein the indirect association between the at least one of 
the parameter definitions and the data structure comprises a reference to an XML based 
document that enables identification of the corresponding input parameter (XML CLI description 
files; see Figs. 2-3 and associated text). 

As to claim 38, Little teaches wherein the live object is of a data type having a method, 
the method being directly invocable when processing the expected input parameter (see Fig. 20). 
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As to claim 29, Little teaches 

- a name identifying an application that is included in a declared parent class provided by 
. an object-based environment (CLI application; col. 3, lines 16-18, and col. 4, lines 6-7 

and col. 7, lines 35-41), 

- at least one member configured to receive one or more sets of input, wherein each set of 
input comprises at least one live object (When a user . . . CLI command . . . action; col. 5, 
lines 55-58 and token on the command line; col. 11, lines 20-21), 

- a method associated with the one or more sets of input (method; col. 1 1, lines 14-15), 

- wherein the declared parent class is configured to provide processing that executes the 
method for each set of input received for the at least one member when the name of the 
application is invoked (when the command "show clock" command ... in the action; col. 
5, lines 59-67). 

As to claim 30, Little teaches wherein the at least one member comprises an expected 
input parameter (time, day of month, month and year; col. 7, lines 58-60). 

As to claim 31, Little teaches wherein the declared parent class further provides 
validation processing on each set of input for the expected input parameter and does not execute 
the method for one set of input if the one set fails the validation processing (Argument validation 
... throwing an ArgumentException instance; col. 13, line 54 - col. 14, line 25). 
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As to claim 33, Little teaches wherein each set of input includes an identifier that 
associated the input with the member (object_name ; method_name; col. 10, lines 60-61 and col. 
12, lines 15-29). 

As to claim 36, Little teaches wherein the command is invoked via an object-based 
command line environment (When a user . . . CLI command . . . action; col. 5, lines 55-58 and 
token on the command line; col. 11, lines 20-21). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 19-23, 26, 28 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gillis et al. (U.S. 6,286,035 Bl) in view of Little et al. (U.S. 6,907,572 B2). 

As to claim 19, Gillis teaches a computer-executable method for populating parameters 
declared within a data structure (abstract), the method comprising: 

obtaining an expected name for a parameter, the expected name being assigned in a 
declaration for the parameter within a data structure (determined whether an associated 
parameter description is found using the unique key of the received parameter; col. 7, lines 60- 
62), 

identifying a label within an input source correlating to the expected name (the function 
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finds the associated received parameter using the unique key of the parameter descriptor; col. 8, 
lines 17-20), the input source not comprising a live object (invalid command message; col. 7, 
lines 52-55), 

retrieving a value associated with the label (the value of the received parameter; col. 8, 
lines 29-30), and 

assigning the value to the parameter (the value of the received parameter ... message 
structure; col. 8, lines 35-43). 

Gillis does not explicitly teach the expected name being assigned in a class declaration. 
However, Little teaches the expected name being assigned in a class declaration (time, day of 
month, month and year; col. 7, lines 58-60 and CLIAction class; col. 8, lines 50-60). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to apply the teaching of Little to the system of Gillis because Little teaches a method 
that maps command to objects and method defined in Java classes, and using this method will 
shield users from changes or version upgrades applied to the system (col. 14, lines 31-44). 

As to claim 20, Gillis teaches wherein the expected name and label are identical (unique 
key; col. 7, lines 60-63). 



As to claim 21 i Gillis teaches providing mapping information that defines an alias name 
for the expected name and identifying the label based on the alias name (unique key; col. 7, lines 
60-63). 
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As to claim 22, Gillis teaches wherein the input source comprises a command string 
entered on a command line (col. 1, lines 29-33) and the alias name is provided within the 
command string (unique key; col. 7, lines 60-63). 

As to claim 23, Gillis teaches wherein the alias name is provided within a data store (the 
function finds the associated received parameter using the unique key of the parameter 
descriptor; col. 8, lines 17-20). 

As to claim 26, Gillis teaches wherein the input source comprises a command string 
entered on a command line (col. 1 , lines 29-33). 

As to claim 37, Gillis teaches validating the value and wherein assigning the value to the 
parameter occurs if the value passes the validation (col. 8, lines 28-43). 

As to claim 28, it is the same as the method claim 19 except it is a computer system claim 
and is rejected under the same ground of rejection. 

7. Claims 32 and 34-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Little et al. (U.S. 6,907,572 B2) in view of Gillis et al. (U.S. 6,286,035 Bl). 

As to claim 32, Little does not explicitly teach wherein the application comprises a 
command in a pipeline of commands and the set of input comprises results from a previous 
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command in the pipeline of commands. However, Gill is teaches wherein the application 
comprises a command in a pipeline of commands and the set of input comprises results from a 
previous command in the pipeline of commands (col. 1 5 lines 30-37 and col. 4, line 65 - col. 5, 
line 6). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to apply the teaching of Gillis to the system of Little because Gillis provides a 
message parsing and validation engine which is versatile and easily expandable for use in an 
operations support system that manages a network (col. 2, lines 14-17). 

As to claim 34, Little does not teach wherein the parent class further provides a mapping 
process that allows a specified alias for the identifier. However, Gillis teaches wherein the parent 
class further provides a mapping process that allows a specified alias for the identifier (unique 
key; col. 7, lines 56-65 and col. 8, lines 15-20). 

As to claim 35, Little does not teach wherein the application comprises a command and 
the specified alias is provided as an argument to the command when the command is invoked. 
However, Gillis teaches wherein the application comprises a command (doValidate() routine 
with a appropriate argument; col. 7. lines 42-44) and the specified alias is provided as an 
argument to the command when the command is invoked (unique key of the received parameter; 
col. 7, lines 60-63). 

8. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Little et al. 
(U.S. 6,907,572 B2) in view of Lee (U.S. 6,405,365 Bl). 
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As to claim 3, Little does not teach the string comprises a part of a script. However, Little 
teaches the CLI can take input from a file or any kind of stream (col. 9, lines 43-46). Lee teaches 
the string comprises a part of a script (next instruction in Instructions File 150; col. 8, lines 14- 
15). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to apply the teaching of Lee to the system of Little because Lee teaches an alternate 
method to validate not only a single command but a file of command, thus it would improve the 
performance of the Little system. 

9. Claims 25, 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gillis 
et al. (U.S. 6,286,035 Bl) in view of Little et al. (U.S. 6,907,572 B2) further in view of Lee 
(U.S. 6,405,365 Bl). 

As to claim 25, Gillis does not teach wherein the input source comprises a database table. 
However, Lee teaches wherein the input source comprises a table (Instructions File 150; col. 8, 
lines 14-1 5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply the teaching of Lee to the system of Gillis because Lee teaches data 
in the database table can be used in the system of Gillis, not only from command line, thus, it 
would improve the performance of Gillis system. 

As to claim 27, Gillis does not teach the input source comprises a script. However, Lee 
teaches the string comprises a part of a script (next instruction in Instructions File 150; col. 8, 
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linesl4-15). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply the teaching of Lee to the system of Little because Lee teaches an 
alternate method to validate not only a single command but a file of command, thus it would 
improve the performance of the Little system. 

10. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Little et al. 
(U.S. 6,907,572 B2) in view of Lee (U.S. 6,405,365 Bl) further in view of Jones (Parse and 
Validate Command Line Parameters with VB.NET). 

As to claim 9, Little and Lee do not teach wherein the set of objects comprises .NET 
objects. However, Jones the set of objects comprises .NET object (In VB.NET, you can obtain 
the command line passed to the VB.NET via the Command() function; page 2). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply the 
teaching of Jones to the system of Little and Lee because Jones teaches how to parse and validate 
.NET command line, thus, the system of Gillis can be improve to validate new type of objects. 

11. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Little et al. 
(U.S. 6,907,572 B2) in view of Allen (U.S. 6,658,625 Bl). 

As to claim 1 1. Little do not teach wherein the precisely parseable stream comprises an 
XML-based document. However, Allen teaches a parser parses and validates an XML document 
(col. 19, lines 35-36). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
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the invention was made to apply the teaching of Allen to the system of Little because Allen 
teaches a method to parse and validate XML documents, thus the system of Gillis would be 
improve because it not only can process command but also XML documents. 

12. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gillis et al. 
(U.S. 6,286,035 Bl) in view of Little et al. (U.S. 6,907,572 B2) further in view of Allen (U.S. 
6,658,625 Bl). 

As to claim 24 5 Little does not teach wherein the input source comprises an XML 
document. However, Allen teaches a parser parses and validates an XML document (col. 19, 
lines 35-36). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply the teaching of Allen to the system of Little because Allen teaches a 
method to parse and validate XML documents, thus the system of Gillis would be improve 
because it not only can process command but also XML documents. 

Response to Arguments 

13. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-38 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR LI 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Diem K. Cao whose telephone number is (571) 272-3760. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:30AM - 4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Thomson can be reached on (571) 272-371 8. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

DC 

December 7, 2007 




